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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TITLL: Lieutenants Professional Development in an Institutional/

Occupational (I/0) and Officer Professional Development (OPD)

Contex-t AUTHOR: Bruce L. Ullman, Lieutenant Colonel, USAF

This paper e:tamines the Air Force officer corps in terms

of the needs of its junior officers for a grounding in

officership. It validates the I/O concept of military

pro-fessionalism and compares it with recent trends in the Air

Fort'e Lo combat careerism that have been codified under the term

OPD.

The paper evaluates the degree of institutionalism among

junior Air Force off-icers and attempts to discover what

mechanisms exist to draw them away from institutionalism and

Loword A more occupational outlook. The relationship of OPD to

1/0 is discussed and lieutenants development programs are

compared among the four Services.

The paper concludes that, while OPD made a major

conLriul;iori toward moving the Air Force officer corps away t rom

rareeri-3m, it missed Lhe mark in terms of institutional izing

I uoten,-nts. Subtle changes in emphasis in OPD are necessary to

Lountet' thj- and an initiative originally recommended by the OPD

Working Group but not approved, should be reconsidered.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

In August 1987, Air Force Chief of Staff, General Larry D.

Welch, approved the creation of the Officer Professional

Development (OPD) Working Group under the auspices of the Deputy

Chief of Staff, Personnel. This group, headed by the Deputy

birector of Personnel Plans, was directed to work in tandem with

the O+xicev Evaluation System (OES) Group formed earlier at the Air

ForM'& Military rer=onnel Center to e'xamine and to recommend changes

to thou.e in-titutional processes in the Ai-r Force personnel and

edu-tal.ior sysLems that promoted "careerism" over "professionalism."

Thoush the resulting changes were ambitious and beneficial,

tlIey ised the mark in one important area--the institutionalizin.g

o0 ricw-ly iommissioned officers.. The OPD Group concentrated both on

reduLi- (.Atreeri i-m end on promoting professionalism, but may not

L, ve de.'oted enouqh e-fFort to defining the latter. The result was

that certain initiatives critical to the overall efl-orL were not

approved. Had the case for these initiatives been made more

stronrqly and presented in the context of a sociologically

recognized constru,-I, such as Moskos' institutional/occupational

(I/O) thesis, the result may have been different.

rhe unease with careerism that spawned OPID was not new in

1987. The tendency for Air Force officers to "map out" careers to

"fill the squaes ' necessary for advancement--early Professional



Military Education (PME), selection for the Air Staff Training

Program (ASTRA), a masters degree, major command or Air Staff jobs

as early as possible--was evident in the 1970s. In fact, an Air

Force-wide study late in the decade (Impact 77) identified some

disturbing tendencies in this direction and suggested some caubes.

They included: changes in society at large, the normal effects of

ending a war, the impact of the HcNamara era, a concern at all

levels over erosion of benefits, and a loss of the leadership's

self-esteem through Vietnam criticism, including the over-

centralization that resulted (1:36-38). Some senior leaders at the

time, notably General Wilbur Creech, commander of Tactical Air

Command, decided to attack the last cause. His philosophy of

pushing decisions down to the lowest possible level and instilling

a sense of pride and ownership in small, unit-level teams spread

during the early 1980s. General Welch took this philosophy with

him when he became Chief of Staff in 1986.

The detrimental effects of careerism were recognized by

officers outside the Air Force. In August 1986, Marine Corps

Lieutennrst. Colonel Roger A. Wrolstad wrote that reform, whatever

its source, should be directed at "...one common human

characteristic that has a disastrous effect on the military's

ability to perform in battle--careerism." He called it the

"taproot of military disintegration." (2:26)

Wrolstad blamed careerism on three things: the

conservative nature of soldiering which is characterized by

resistance to change; modern materialistic society which reqLires

tangible evidence of success, and, most of all, the peacetime

system itself, "...in which careerists soon realize that
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advancement is assisted by their abil.ity to create an illusion of

professional competence..." through artificial measures. He went

on to list four major effects of careerism that erode military

effectiveness: cronyism and a struggle to attach oneself to a

"sponsor," becoming a syncophant in the process; superficiality,

where comple:: ideas and hard choices are reduced to cliches, and

stylu triumphs over substance; personal aggrandizement above that

which is normally associated with rank and status; and selective

aLcouItability with loyalty to superiors or one's career rather

than to the institution. (2:26)

WJolstad recommended a treatment that begins with a

recot itiion of the problem and then applies a Service-wade regimen

from the highest levels down to the grassroots. This was precisely

he ~w~y Generol Welch approached the problem in the Air Force with

the OPD and OES Groups in 1987-80.

The OPD Group made 25 recommendations from assignment and

ul-iliz,tion policy to military education. These were presented to

Fr,.ner'il Welch an 12 January 1988. He subsequently tool. the OPD)

ivititives to two CORONA meetings of the Air Force senior

leadurbhip to qet major command reaction, and also directed they be

pi'etented to the Air Force Council. The majority of the

initLitives were approved and implemented by the appropriate

funcItortal offices of primary responsibility beginning in 19W9.



CHAPTER I

PHILOSOPHY OF OFFICER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

The philosophy behind OPD is grounded in the idea that it

is better for the Air Force (or any military Service), and therefore

better for the nation, if its corps of officers behaves in ways that

support larger, institutional goals in peace as well as in war. But

what kinds of behavior characterize this "institutional"

orientation? What kinds of behavior are "anti-institul;ionalT"

A general answer to the first question can be found in

popular American culture. The public we serve knows what "service"

means when it comes to the mili-tary. The following quotes (3:::iii)

illustrate the point:

They looked upon themselves as men who lived by hiqher
standa.,ds of behavior than civilians, as men who were
bearers and protectors of the most important values o+
American life, who maintained a sense of discipline while
civilians abandoned themselves to hedonism, who maintained
a sense of honor while civilians lived by opportunism And
greed.

from The Right Stuff

I go anywhere in the world they tell me Io go, any time
they tell me to, to fight anybody they want me to fighL.
I move my family anywhere they tell me to move, on a day's
notice. and live in whatever quarters they assign me. I
work wienever they tell me to work...I don't belong to a
union and I don't strike if I don't like what they're doing
to me. And I like it. Maybe that's the difference.

from A Country Such as This

The opposite of this selfless dedication to service is a

kind of freedom available only to civilians. It is not necessarily
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the freedom to live by hedonism, opportunism or greed, but the

freedom to behave in ways that are motivated by more self-serving

st-imuli--money, comfort, personal power and prestige. In the civil

sector this comes from the world of work, from the occupation. In

Seneril, twe judge success in an occupational sense by how wel-l we

perform the specialized tasks associated with the occupation. Does

this mean that the concepts of institutionalism and occupationalism

tQare imtua-Ily e;.cluSive; that the perfect military man is unconcerned

wi-th occupational expertise and the successful civilian has no

tnstitul;ional loyalty or values? We characterize both as

professionals, but what do we mean by that? What mi;; of inst-itution

and occupation is the best in the military profession and how do we

decide which behavior falls into which category?

Charles Moskos introduced the institutional/occupational

(I/U) Lh, ebis in 1977. To Moskos, "An institution iz legitimated in

t'rm of values and norms, that is, a purpose transcending

individual self-interest in favor of a presumed high:r good." (::i)

of - t irrltitution see themselves following a calling, being

_ ik. +runm the re _t of suciety, functioning in a culture under- rules

I;hat itu- unique. They identify primarily with those who share this

uniquene- ., teardless of what tasks each performs in, support of the

institution. They are motivated by internal and intrinsic rewards

and compensated largely "in--kind."

On the other hand, "An occupation is leqitimated in terms

of the mitrietplace. 6upply and demand...are paramount." (3:17)

llimber:. of an oclLupationia] group see themselves as sharing a set of

siFills and tasks designed to accomplish certain definable ends.

They h tve some say in compensation and working conditions (usually
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through unions) and determine their relative value in terms of s1ill

in the specialty. They are mot.vated by e::trinsic rewards such as

pay and identify more with like sp :cialists outside the employin9

or.ganization than with the interests. of the organization rtself or

its other members in other specialties.

Beginning in the 1960s, the American ... litary was recast by

a Department of Defense oriented toward systems analysi-. and

econometrics. (4:290) The effectiveness of the military Services

has been analyzed in the same way as has the cost-effectiveness of

organizations in the private sector. (5:15) In dditijr, there ho.

been consider-able pressure for military compensation to. nv. w

from interraAl rewards like on-base housing, e::chmrt e, ':ommi=aries,

comprehensive medical care, and non-appropriated fund actLvitxez

such as open messes toward monetary rewards with emphasi: on cosh

bonuses for those with particular occupational s-ill's- (5:2,-ol'

This orientation, coupled with stronq societal trszadix,

helped move the militar? away from its traditional in=tittsot.rz i and

paternalistic way of life and brouqht it into the ocUpL1.iOal

civilian r,.i-iostream in several ways. The reiuirement o-. e-lal

opportuniL-. for minorities and women resulted in mnre centi.lized

decision-maLing as well. This trend toward centralizetion was also

aided by the e;plosion in the automated manaqement of infoi n-AL-iorl in

the past twto decades. The All Volunteer Force made th'e Services

market themselves in ways they felt could compete with civil an

employers twith the notable e::ception of the Marine Corps). (5: 1)

Congressional support for the military was also easier to rhbtasn

when arguments were couched in terms of the market platre. (5:15)
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Simple desire on the patrt of military, members for "the better things

in life" put more and- more military spouses to work, and militaty

families who lived, worked, -worshipped, shopped, and socialized

off-base became mote common. While some of these trends have been

slowed in the 1980s, -the nature of American society is such that

they are not likely to go away.

Beginning with Samuel Huntington in the 1950's,

sot.,ijogsits studying the military have recognized that the massive

interface between the milibary and society at large that

:hara,;terized World War- II profoundly changed the nature of the

United States professional military. Even before 1941, the American

miliLary t;raditiorn included a sttong military-civil relaLionship.

I:ScizAinj lairge standing professional at-riles, the United States

relied on Lhe civil sector, to ptrovide the troops to fight its wiars

buJirint. with the local militias of the Revolution. Therefore, in

ordet, f-jr' the modet'r military to meet its manpower needs with high

qlUt( iy rertuilI. and ouficer candidates and to reptresent and defend

A1meric.,M values, it must reflect the larger society. However, the

e fectLveness of the military lies, to a gteat extent, with its

level Of profeionlism .. the obligation to setrve the general

i l ;eres... instead of, rather than in addition to, one's own

self-interest. " (6:40).

Since we are not a militaristic society, we cannot expect

the civilian world to provide recrtuits who already have (or even

under', Land) the progfessiona-l militatry perspective. We must protect

the unique aspects of Our institution from dilution in the society

in which we are immersed.

7



The infusion of.. .people with moral and ethical -backgrounds
that may differ considerably 'from military concepts of
ethics and morality can erode professional effec-tiveness
and cohesiveness. For these reasons, the profession mus;
set clear moral and ethical patterns linked -with the best
patterns in society. (6:2)

Also, because it is not the military's job to change

socieLy, we must acceFt the burden of socializing new members while

not allowin. ourselves to become isolated from society at large.

The real issues are... the intensity and extensiveness of
the civil-military interface and the moral and e-thical
codes that society provides for the profession. " "Thus,
the moral and ethical patterns cf the military profession
must be linked with society on the one hand and stem from
the unique purpose of the profession on the other. (6:9)

Perhaps then, a certain amount of ocLupationalitm in the

military is inevitable. Should we be concerned wji Uh it? Does it

actually hurt the institution and the nation? If so, jusL how mucli

of it can we stand?

8



CHAPTER III

EFFECT ON THE MISSION

The traditional military picture of a tight-knit, highly

profetosional and altruistic team like that described in the quote

from The Right Stuff has been the ideal for centuries. This type of

ml].tt,_y tntittLion, all other things being equal, has a].ways been

more uffective than a mass of individuals collected temporarily for

Ihe purpose of conducting a war. Even in the modern age of citizen

at mies pionefered by the levee en masse at the end -of the eighteenth

ceniui'y (;here was a highly cohesive officer corps to hold the Iroops

Loujether and motivate them to make the ultimate sacrifice. Battles

have d(Jub(. leus been won both by sheer force of numbera in men and

m,0,er.(-L and by brilliani; generalship alone, but when both side-, are

-en3y m chedJ in turmt of tangible assets, it seems reasonable to

e.pecI the ctrmy with the greater institutional identification to

have the super'lor Co00111itment to win.

A danger with placing too much reliance on occupational

motivators to perform a military mission- is that these purely

e:Lrtnsic, rewards "...may create behavior that will not be per-formed

in ';e future e;tcept for even greater extrinsic rewards. E:trinsic

rewards, moreover, can weaken intrinsic motivation." (3:5) In the

extreme, Uhis could mean that a military member, used to monetary

reward for performing a critical task, might refuse to perform that



task if outside forces reduced or eliminated the reward. This is

even more likely in peacetime, when the immediate consequences of

such dollar-driven behavior do not appear to directly affect the

security of the nation. -Losing these people and/or their motivation

would have a very real effect on readiness.

Some sociologists feel that an I/O orientation may e--plain

attrition rates. (3:34) Members who identify more with a speciklty

than with the institution will respond to economic incentives and

leave the military as long as they perceive the greener grass i-s on

the outside. While officers with an institutional perspective are

less liAkely to respond to these temptations, they too can be drivell

away by occupationalism. Though wil]ing [. accept: a great; dea] of

personal inconvenience or even hardship for the institution, they

may be disillusioned if they feel their Service is responding Ue:

much to occupational trends. When they no longer see their way of

viewing the organization as predominant or valued, they may ei Lher

become occupational themselves and open to economic ircentives from

c.ivilian society, or decide the organization no loriger valoe5 what

they value and leave in disgust. "In a private enterprise society,

the military establishment could not hold its most cre.tLive talents

witIhout the binding force of service traditions, professional

identification, and honor." (7:422).

A computer assisted telephone interview survey done in 1988

under the sponsorship of HQ USAF/DPXA showed a relationship between

career' intent of officers and their degree of institutionalism.

Those with intentions of making the Air Force a career had a 59%

institutional preference while those who were noncareer had only a

28% preference (8).
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Finally, excessive occupationalism and identification with

the civilian sector can deprive the United States of the extremely

valuable opinion of its professional military. If the military

luader'bl ip eventually functions and thinks like the larger society,

who will advocate the uniquely military point of view when critical

deci!,ions on national policy must be made? Even if we cannot expect

a high level of institutionalism in the entire military

establishment, we must have an -officer corps to lead it that is az

instJ I:uIional as we can make it.

II



CHAPTER IV

THE INSTITUTIONAL/OCCUPATIONAL THESIS IN THE AIR FORCE

The I/0 thesis is particularly relevant to the Air Force

because of its reliance on technological specialization as well as,

its relatively short history and subsequent dearth of Lradition.

According to Frank R. Wood, the Air Force and its offirer

corps, "...because of their extensi ve use of technology,.-tend to

be most cLusceptible to increasing specialization and a diffused

sense of purpose...They face the greatest pressure for

occupationalism..." (3:27) This is not a recent phenomenon arid car,

in fact, be traced back to the Air Force's ee-liest years.

The Air Force was conceived around new technology. The

airplane was only two decades old when the ciFFicer-s at the Aixr Corps

Tactical School began to develop the doctrine upon which the

arguments for a separate Air Force we.-e based--the decisive effects

of stratesjic bombing. The conceptual thought of Douhet was given

practical life in the 1930s by technology: a strategic bomber that

could outfight any enemy in the air (the Boeing B-17) and a

bombsight that could deliver the ordnance directly on the

"industrial web" (-the Norden). In the 1950s, to match the

technology that gave it life and meaning, the Air 6orce consciously

identified itself with the American corporate structure, even

designing a uniform that looks like a military business suit;

compared to that of our parent Service, the Army. This tendency is

12



mentioned by Maj Ben Jeanne Holm, USAF (Ret) in another context

whei, speaking about the Defense Department in 1949, she says -that

the Air Force, "...by its own admission resembled a large industrial

organization more than did its sister, military services." (9:138)

Morris Janowit-, writing in 1960, saw a danger in this as he

compared the leaders who had come out of 'orld War 1I with those of

the +ufure.

4 The Air Force, in particular, as constituted at the end
of the 1950-60- decade, was confronted with the deepest
crisis. Its organization was dominated by heroic leaders,
who had risen to the top by accumulating managerial (broad
leadership) skill. The imbalance of the -f.ture will come
from the larger concentration of military technologists
who will rise to the very top. (7:426)

Wood describes surveys of Air Force officers since the late

1970s in which close to half consistently think of themselves as

specialists working in the military rather, than military

professionals. The 40-50% -4ho think of themselves as military

professionals tend to have what Wood calls "officer identities."

While I do not agree that all of these are characteristic of an

insLitittonal orientation, most are. They include: viewin- the

military as a way of life, not a job; accepting that personal

IntereS,tI must take a back seat to operational requLreisents; seeing

Air Force people as spL-. .3; living- on, rather than o-ff, base;

planning to remain in the AiT ;orce for at least 2% years. (3:32)

rhe military involvement of people with a predominance of these

officer identities "...isz value oriented, broad based, and long

term." (!: 33) They are heavily involved in the military subculkure

and much less so in the civilian community. "Home" is where they

are assigned. Spouses are not heavily involved in the civilian work

world.
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Their peers without these officer identities place primary

importance on their specialty and the satisfaction of donl it well.

Their limited social i,-' aract-ion in' the military context Ls P-eserved

for those who do what -, do. They identify with and plan to join

civilians who per., tii- - specialt-', partxicularly when drawn by

extrinsic rewards. Int rested primarily in their specialty, they

resent being asked to r. , ormn otherI, unreiated tasks such as

administration, managemr-m., or ;upervision. From an I/0

perspective, a preponderence of these officers does no. bode wIel I

for the leaner, tighter Air F-orce of the future.

Many members will beccme extremely specialized, and the
body of knowledge whiri is common to a-l...will diminish.
Each.. .will instead be interested only in that information
which assi-sts him in maintaining his own e-,pertise. I
this happens, then what wi-ll become of the sense of
corporateness embodied in the militav.,t? (10:10--11)

14



CHAPTER V

SQUADRON OFFICER SCHOOL SURVEY

In 1996 Squ. dron Officer School (SOS) began surveying newly

arrivwd studet t . on -the subject of profesionalism to provide a

bai! -for a seminar on officer-ship later in the program. They added

qlestLunb designed to categorize the respondpi 's to others devised

by Moskos and Wood (3:293-6) to indicate a preference for

,n-,it lutionalism or, ocUupationalism. While the survey has been

revised onLe during the last three years, the I/0 questions have

remained essentially the same.

T selected 20 of these questions and examined the answers

u-f almost 5'000 r .pondents over the past 3 'years (Appendix I). The

respondents all indicated having fiva or less y. ,'s of active

sGt-vice wlhen they Filled out the survey and were therefore all

lieutenants or junior captains at the end of their "formati,

coMITissioneu years." They included various sources of commii..on

(1.9% USAFA, 42.2% AFROTC, 23.1% UTS, 8.7. other) and were both rated

(21.6% pilots, 15.6/ .,,vigators) and nonrated (62.3%). Married

o+fic.ers were in the majority (54.6%). With the exception of
S

question 126 which asked about career intent, the survey items I

seletLed all. had possible answers that indicated an I/u orientation.

Some related to preferences for specific things (rewards, lifestyle,

etL.), while others asked the respondent to identi-fy with an idea or

a value or with others who share an idea or value.

15



The results show a generally- more institutional

identification than an occupational one. More respondents -chosu an

institutional answer on 14 questions and preferred an occupational

answer on only 5. However, though the majority seems more

institutional, there is enough occupationalism to cause concern.

For example, while a -light majority agree- that duty always comes

before personal or family consequences and- an unwanted asbirniment

should he accepted (questions 117 ani 119), more than a quar-ter do

not think so. An institution that depends on duty always coming

first can hardly expect to function if only half its leadership can

Agree with these sta0.ements. Similarly, the responses to cluestions

about the separaiion of off-duty from on-duty activity (quebt ions

118, 124, and 138) show a sizeable minority (up to 30%) who do not

feel they are officers 24 hours ct day.

When questioned about preferences between traditionally

military factors and those more a part of the civil sector, the

officers did not always prefer the institutional answer. In the

area of pay vs benefits 28.7% would like their benefits turned into

dollars, 55.8% would not live on base even if economics did not

play, almost 40% could not give unequivocal support to joining an

officer's club, and when asked what factors would be most or least

influential in keeping them in the Air Force, more chose the

occupational option in the areas of base pay, nonpay benefits, and

job security based on promotion opportunity.

Other questions asked the respondents to categorize

themselveb by association. When asked which of three groups they

most idrentified with, only 25.4% (the smallesb number) chose the

institutional answer--the Air Force officer corps. The most popular

16



choice was the most occupational--people in one's career field

(39.3%). Although pilots were only slightly less institutional than

the overall group of respondents on most-questions, they differed

most markedly on this question with almost 63% Identifying most

closely with those in their specialty. In the same vein, the survey

introduced Moskos' concepts of "calling," "profession," and

"occupation," and asked the officers where they thought they stood.

- ~The responses must be considered in the context of the

definitions provided in the survey. While it was clear that

"calling" and "occupation" are opposite extremes, the definition of

"profession" was open to interpretation. -While much of the

literature on the subject says there is such a thing as the military

professional who practices the art and science of war, it is

unlikely thaL the definition provided in the SOS survey conveyed

this meaning. Trhe survey definition used terms like "special

expertise" and "a skill level (following) intensive.. .training." To

most officers in the early stages of their careers, these terms

probabLy bring career specialty to mind.

Therefore, the answers to the three questions that deal

with these concepts show very weak institutional identity. Only 41%

think "callig19" should characterize an officer. The reality is even

worse. Only 20.3%. feel their own behavior falls into this category.

The results for pilots are lower. While it is apparent that these

junior Officers have not totally rejected the unique institutional

aspects of the profession of arms, they may be unsure about just

what a professional officer is supposed to be. They also seem to be

unwilling to accept the institutional "ties that bind" without at

least evaluating them first in a civilian, occupational context.

17



CHAPTER VI

THE GOALS OF OFFICER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

General Welch committed the Air Force to OPD in 1988 to

address the erosion of officer professionalism and dedication to

service described at least partly by the I/O thesis. Among other

things, OPD was designed to encourage Air Force officers to behave

in a way that puts the institution ahead of the individual and

permits them to apply the military's special expertise in support of

national security objectives. But, as Huntington asks, "What is the

specialized expertise of the military officer? Is there any skill

common to all.. .and yet not shared with any civilian qroup?" (11:11)

What makes the military officer's profession unique and reletes it

to the institutionalism that promotes cohesiveness and

ef fectiveness?

"At first glance...the officer corps appears to contai-n
many varieties of specialists, including large numbers
which have their counterparts in civilian life.
Engineers, doctors, pilots, ordnance experts, personnel
experts, intelligence experts, communica t ions experts -

all these are found both within and without the modern
officer corps... Yet a distinct sphere of military
competence does exist which is common to all, or almost
all, officers and which distinguishes them from al], or
almost all, civilians. This central skill is... the
management of violence." (11:11)

If indeed the management of violence (as opposed to its

execution) is an expertise or competence that most military officers

must have and that expertise or competence is exercised best in an

inbtitutional environment, OPD should be designed to recognize this
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common sphere and build the institutional perspective that supports

it. Although this was one of the underlying aims of the OPD Working

Group, its charter was limited to only those institutional processes

embodied in the Air Force officer-personnel and education systems.

The OPI) philosophy, now officially articulated in AFR

36-23, attempted to place the institution and its mission first,

usinq a professional officer corps whose abilities and effectiveness

vary with sen-iority.

Professional development includes those actions and
experiences that enhance an officer's ability to perform
his or her job and thereby contribute to the mission of
the Air Force as level of responsibility increases. (12:1-2)

An officer's professional development involves gaining the
necessary depth and breadth of experience to improve
performance and potential..." "The most important indicator
of potential is the way the officer performs daily in his or
her job. This performance includes the quality of the
specific work...and...more universal qualities the officer
possesses. (12:1-3)

Under, OPD, the "depth" mentioned above is the primary

nL,jecti u of the company grade years and involves training and "work

that enhirce'. (both) career-specific professional competence and

pr1/jd:E opportunities to develop leadership abilities." (12:1-1a)

"JBreodtl," invu]ves experiences outside the specific career area and

normally includes career-broadening and staff assignments. It is

most appropriate for senior majors and It colonels and only rarely

for captains. Colonels require a balance of depth and breadth with

a a wide range of leadership e;:perience and skills.

While the above describes the assignment conte::t of OPD, the

role of professional military education (PME) is to "parallel and

support the requirements of appropriate jobs." It should
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... build upon a solid foundation, of officership laid
during precommissioning. The uniqueness of the
profession and the particular values and culture of
the military officer corps are the bedrock on which
all future professional development is based. The
focus for company grade officers should be on
developing the skills needed to enhance their career
specific competence, to include officer leadership.
Therefore, leadership and communication skills are
paramount, and are a primary focus of the Squadron
Officer School, the Air Force's company grade PME.
While building on the foundation laid by earlier
instruction, the focus for the field grades and,
therefore, of Intermediate Service School should
shift somewhat to the effective management of people
and resources as well as those skills required for
effective staff work. Lieutenant colonels and
colonels must understand not only the skills taught
in earlier F'IE, but also the elements of aerospace
force employment and the policy considerations that
drive them. This is the role of the highest level
of PME, Senior Service School. In the final analysis,
the appropriate role of PME in officer professional
development is the right PHE at the right time with
the right focus. (12:1-3c)

At first glance the OPD philosophy and role of PFE seem

consistent with the goal of enhancing institution~lism in the Air

Force. However. a comparison between the OPD philo cphy a

originally written by the OPD Working Group and the words that now

appear, in AFR 36-23 is troubling.

When discussing the "most important indicator of

potential" (the behavior for which the officer will be rew-arded),

AFR :6-23 identifies daily job performance, which includes "the

quality of the specific work" as well as "more universal qvalities

the officer possesses." The original intent of the OPD Group was *

that the Air Force should reward both performance of duty (rather

than peripheral activities or "square-filling") coupled with the

officership attributes common to the profession of arms which the

OPD Group called "universal officer qualities." This carries a

different connotation than "universal qualities an officer

20



possesses" which could include qualities not exclusive to the

military profession.

When describing the appropriate professional activities of

a company grade officer, the OPD Group wished to convey the equal

impoitance of career-specific competence and leadership qualities

common to all officers. In AFR 36-23, this became "career-specific

professional competence" and "leadership abilities." The addition

of the adjective "professional" implies that it is the specialty

that m.akes one a professional, not membership in the officer corps.

The substitution of "abilities" for "qualities" implies that

leodership in a military context is a menu of skills rather than

the vir-iul way of life it should be for a military professional.

While these differences may not seem very important, they

indicate a denigration of the value of more universal officership

qualities, particularly at the junior level, in favor of an

emphasis on skill-specific performance. In other words, while

OPD's overall goals are institutional, it seems to contradict

itself with respect to the officer with less than four years

commissioned service. Officership is treated as a worthy

foundation to be taught prior to commissioning, but is then moved

to th e bacl:, burner while the officer concentrates on learning an

occupational skill.
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CHAP-TER VII

THE FORMATIVE COMMISSIONED YEARS

Most of us believe we form the bulk of our personalities

very early in life. The same can be said for those who aspire to be

military officers. Officer candidates bring preconceived ideas

about bhe military into Air Force Reserve Of-ficer Training Corps

(AFROTC), the USAF Academy (USAFA), and Officer Training School

(OTS); but these ideas are modified by the education and e:tperience

that follow. OPI) recognizes that one of the most important

functions of all precommissioning programs is to instill in the

potenLial officer a sense of what the commission really means. This

focub on the responsibilities of officership is appropriate for the

precommissioning level because it is fundamental to all thai follows

and must be instilled early, so that subsequent e:periences can be

seen through the appropriate lens.

AFROTC, USAFA, and OTS are similar but not identical. The

relative length of the courses and the military vs civilian

environment are major variables. Curricula are broadly statridardi::ed

through the Commxssioning Education Memorandum of Understanding, and

all three programs teach some form of Air Force organization and

structure, national security issues, management/leadership,

professional knowledge (location/function of base services, etc),

officership, Air Force history and traditions, and communicative

skills.
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The OPD Group recommended a critical review of all

cutrricu la to remove informat ion tha=b mig.ht promote careei ism, suchI

as the promotion system beyond the company grades, career

development emphasizing selection to colonel as the minimum

successful career, etc. This information via. to be replaced with a

Loncentration on the company grades--depth in the career specia-lty

and developing leadership qualities. However, the OFD Group -fe-it

tliat PrULOMMissioning Lan beilt support OPD by developmnq the correct

mindset in new officers--nu that orients them toward behavior- that

emphasizes the institution rather than the individual.

The essence of the OPD recommendations for p recommiss Ion ing

programs was that the focus of all must be on officership, on

developing a self-imageu or state of) mind that recognized the unique

roles and responsibilities o4 t.he professio~nal commissioned officer.

This included an emphasis on service vice self (a calling, not a

job), fewer rights And more responsibilities than a civilian

e>~eC~tive (being subject to both military and civil courts,

+r aternization), leadershi p over management, the importance of

teamw/orl., the responsibili ties of command, and recognition that one

is; an officer, first and a specialist second. The OFD) GFOUP acgreed

tIhaL Whe basi- of of-Ficership lies with values and traditions

estab~lishled in military history, embodied in military I -_Jers of the

past, and forged in war. Other s:;ubjects woul'd continue to be

tcu'tghL, but o-fFcership was to be the central theme at the entry

l evel1.

A related initiative recommended that recruiring emphasis

bie focuied on what ithe applicant -ouAld do for- the Aiur Force, not the

other way around. (AcademiL measures, Should Lie complemented by



measures of adaptability to military life through personality

characteristics like altruism, integrity, etc.

Colonel Wayne Gosnell complained a decade ago that the Air

Force was making occupational-ists of its junior officers, but he did

not blame the precommissioning programs. He believed that the best

officership education could not possibly lay the necessary

groundwork for an inst-itutional outlook unless iL took place in a

real world military context.

.. the precommissioning programs can at best.. .plant the
seeds from which professional, dedicated, competent
military officers develop. The feeding and nurturincj
which allows this development to take place must be done
during the first few- years of active military service.
It is during these years that the young officer, moves
from the classroom and theory to the 'real' Air Force and
begins to learn what his profession is all about... (13:2)

By "profession" Gosnell did not mean flying an airplane

(although he himself was a military pilot) or programming a

computer. To him, professional expertise is gained through

Huntington's two phases of professional education: "the first

impartLing a broad, liberal, cultural backgrouid, and the second

imparting the special-ized skills and knowledge of the profession."

(11:9) However, the specialized skills referred to by Huntington do

not mean occupational skills, since these do not define the

profession of arms. "The second...phase of professional

education... is given in special institutions operated by or

affiliated with the profession itself." (11:9) These educational

institutions are not flying or technical training schools, they are

PME schools.

The first phase of education to gain professional

competence should take place in college (one of the reasons every

24



commissioned officer must be a college graduate) and in

precommissioning programs. Unfortunately, the Air Force's perceived

need for technically specialized degrees for many career fields

si.nificantly narrows commissioning opportunities for those with a

broader, -less technical college education. "...specialized career

patteriis can detract from (Huntington's) first phase of expertise

(and Lherefore) ... mili-tary persons might neglect to obtain the

broad background necessary to serve as the foundation for

expertise." (10:10)

Gosnell relates that he was constantly reminded, both

before and after commissioning in the early 60s, that he was an

officer first and a pilot second. He suspected that, in 1980, most

youn.g pilots saw their roles in reverse. In an effort to get some

anecdotal evidence for his contention in 1989, I asked several

junior captains at various bases what they list as their occupation

or profession on their IRS form 1040. While the vast majority of

suppor; of-fcers wrol;e "Air Force officer" or "military officer,"

,]] the pilots but one wrote "pilot," "Air Force pilot," or "fighter

pilot. "

Gosnell places the blame for this over-identification with

Air Force specialty on "...the almost total emphasis placed upon

occupationalist performance during (the) first few years of

service."

The Air Force takes a young college graduate, gives him
a commission as a second lieutenant, places him in a work
environment that is almost totally occupationally oriented,
and then is surprised five or six years later when that
o4.ficer looks upon the Air Force as an occupation and lacks
dedication and commitment to the Air Force as an
institution and a profession. (13:14)
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He went on to complain that,

...from the first day of the young officer's career on
active duty Air Force education and -development is
oriented almost exclusively toward the requisite
technical skil-ls (i.e. job or occupational skills)
while sadly neglecting the development of professional
knowledge or the cbrporate profession of arms. (13:16-17)

Now, ten years later, OPD seems to have legitimized that complaint.

While OPD emphasizes depth development for company grade

officers in pol-icy documents, it also rewards it very directly. The

OES is a part of OPD which is highly performance oriented. Although

the performarice that is evaluated on both the Performance Feedback

Worksheet and the company grade Officer Performance -Repot L (OPR)

includes areas related to officership, the emphasis is on speula.I;y

skills. (Appendix 2) The forms ask the rater to evaluate

leadership in terms of how well the ratee "sets and enforces

standards, works well with others, fosters teamwork, displays

initiative, and (is) confident in (his/her) own ability," and -rate

professional dualities to the extent that the officer "exhibits

loyalty, discipline, dedication, integrity, and honesty, adheres to

Air Force standards, accepts personal responsibility, and is fair

and objective." However, these evaluations on the OPR are simply

"pass/fail." Tha officer either meets the standard (the vast

majority) or does not. The parts of the OPR which truly communicate

are sections IV, VI, and VII.

Sections II and III describe the mission of the Unit to

which the ratee belongs and the job the ratee performs in support of

that mission. These descriptions set the stage for section IV which

is titled "Impact on Mission Accomplishment," which is " ...designed
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specifical;ly...tc. document performance unique to...primary duties."

(14:19) While this type of performance is again mentioned in the

instructions for sections VI "Rater Overall Assessment" and section

VII "Additional Rater Overall Assessment," there is no specific

guidance on other, types of performance that demonstraLe purely

officer qualities. This despite the fact that paragraph 3-3.d. in

the OLS regulation (AFR 36-10) says "OPRs are assessments of both

duty performance and performance as an officer..." However, the very

ne;:-t untry, paragraph 3-3. e., adds "OPRs document each officer's

uniqu( qualities and abilities as demonstrated in job performance"

and f+ails to identify any tither kind. (14:18)

None of these rules prohibit comments that evaluate the

ratee's officership as long as the comments do not touch on some

prohibited area. Nevertheless, from the policy guidance in AFR

36-10 to the fact that "Job Knowledge" comes ahead of both

"LeadurEhip Skills" and Professional Qualities" on both forms, the

pertLupion that the OES is designed to reward specialty performance

in the company grade officer above all else is clear.

The reasons behind this approach to evaluation are

understandable. Evaluation based on "ticket-punchins" or

"square-filling" activities unrelated to the appropriate pursuits of

a junior officer are discouraged by the OES as they should be.

Unfortunately, it leaves little room to evaluate the officer on how

well he or she knows and values the profession of arms. These

things could be assessed on the Promotion Recommendation Form (PRF),

but they will not be if the officer making the recommendation

believes depth development is the only laudable activity for a
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lieutenant or captain. Finally, what goes on a PRF means li-ttle to

an -officer in the formative years, because the first truly

competitive promotion does not come until the majors boaru.

Nevertheless, one might, legitimately ask why the

precommissioning programs cannot provide a strong enough of Ficer-hip

foundation to weather the occupational storms of the formative

commissioned years? The answers lie in diversity and time.

While the three programs have generally standardized

curricula, they have too little in common to guarantee the same

preparation to every second lieutenant. USAFA conducts its

precommissiuning instruction in an essentially military contexL over

a four year period, interspersing officership instruction with

academic instrucl;ion. Without arguing the merits of the academic

curriculum (technological vs liberal) the Academy has the best

opportunity to develop a solid professional foundation in

officership. OTS has the military environment, but must do its job

in only 12 weeks. It shares an advantage with USAFA in that

graduates of both programs usually go directly onto active duty

(albeit formal training and not the "real" Air Force).

AFROTC produces the largest number of officers. Its major

weaknesses are the overwhelmingly civilian context in which the

instruction is given (exccept at schools like Texas A&M, Norwich, and

the Citadel) and diversity of instruction from detachment to

detachment.

Despite the fact that lesson plans are the same for all,

the relative isolation of AFROTC units (including multiple field

training locations) make total uniformity of instruction difficult,

if not impossible. Therefore, the message the officer candidate
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receives on officership is as much a function of the individual

AFROTC instructor as it is of AFROTC as a whole.

Finally, AFROTC graduates have, in the recent past, been

subjec.ted to delays of several months bfore being allowed to come

on active duty. These delays, coupled with up to a year of flying

or teLhnical training, put a great deal of distance between the

offic rship instruction in the precommissioning program and the

first taste of the operational Air Force.
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CHAPTER VII-I

PROFESSIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION IN OFFICER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

According to current OPD guidance, an officer's first

formal Frofessional education outside his or her specialty comes at

the first tier of PME. The OPD initiatives with respect to PE were

conceived and paresented originally as an integrated four-tier

program built on the foundation provided by the precommissioning

initiatives.

This PME philosophy of building on the foundation laid by

precommissioning education was official policy in the pre-OPD

three-tier system. S9uadron Officer School (SOS) was for {irst

lieutenants and junior captains, offered ' 54% opportunity in

residence witt, correspondence available, -id -was focused primarily

on leadership. Air Command and Staff College (ACSC) was for majors

(though, until recently, captains were eligible for nonresident

enrollment), offered around a 20% opportunity in residence

(combined with other intermediate service schools) through a central

selection process tied to promotion with correspondence and seminar

available, and was focused primarily on warfare studies and resource

management. Air War College (AWC) was for lieutenant colonels and

colonels, offered about a 12% opportunity in residence (combined

with other senior service schools) using a central selection process

with -correspondence and .eminar available, and was focused primarily

on aerospace doctrine and strategy.
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OPD divided the officer corps into four relatively distinct

-phases with different education needs: newly commissioned officers

needirg so-lid grounding in officership, company grade officers

needirig the leadership qualities necessary to carry out their jobs

throu9.jl supervision, field grade officet-s (defined as majors and

lieuten ant colonels) needing the knowledge and perspective to add

breadth through career-bt-oadening assignments such as staff jobs,

and .olonels needing an ability to think in even broader and more

global terms in order to prepare themselves to develop strategy and

plan for and conduct the employment of aerospace forces in war.

The OPD recommendations for PME were based on these

eduLa6Lonal needs and assumed all officers would compl-ete all phases

of PML at the appropr-iate times. The OPD Group recommended changes

in all three cut-rent PME levels and added a fourth to bridge the gap

between p recommissioning and SOS.

Assuming lieutenants have acquired a foundation of

officership that can survive the necessarily narrow emphasis on

-.Lll development charactetistic of the formative period, the proper

role of PIE .for captains is to teach leadership. While SOS does

this well in the resident mode, it needed to be configured to give

this education to all eligible officers, particularly in the active

duty line. The OPD initiatives for SOS, therefore, recommended a

continued FoLus on leadership with a streamlined curriculum allowing

iO% atLerndance opportunity for captains with 4-7 years commissioned

service. In response, SOS cut the course by 1.5 weeks and added one

class per year beginning I January 1989.

In order to offer a resident education at the intermediate

level to as many majors as possible, the OPD Group also recommended
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streamlining ACSC with its major focus on the command and staff

skills needed to begin the broadening phase of professional

development. To reach the maximum resident audience the course was

to be cut by half and offered twice a year. Due to political

considerations indirectly related to the Goldwater-Nichols DOD

Reorganization Act, implementation has been postponed until at least

academic year 1990-91.

The only -OPD initiative with respect to the AWC program was

to restrict attendance to colonels. This initiative was not

approved. The OPD Group felt that the attendance opportunity and

curriculum focus at AWC were appropriate. However, the Group

recommended changes in the process for selecting students at both

AWC and ACSC.

The system of using the order of merit From the major and

lieutenant colonel selection boards to establish a "schools list"

was not consistent with the goal of rewarding performance and

potential as it occurs and of giving all officers the educational

tools necessary to succeed at each phase. With the schools list, an

officer, excluded at promotion selection got a mixed message of

success and failure and was denied any opportunity for the best

quality PME (residence) at that level. On the other hand, an

officer placed on the schools list "locked in" at least an

opportunity for residence education for the next few years and

became a member of an elite that was often self-perpetuating.

The OPD approved initiative decoupled the school selection

process from the major and lieutenant colonel selection boards and

made any major eligible to attend ACSC and any lieutenant colonel

eligibie to attend AWC. Actual selection will be done by major
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commands wi-th a central board making the final student-to-school

match.
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CHAPTER IX

PROFESSIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION FOR LIEUTENANTS

Based on the bel-ie that each level of PHE must build upon

the previous level, the OPD Group felt the most critical education

level was the first. It not only provides the foundation upon which

all subsequent PME is based, it is the lens through w ich every

aspect of the military profession is subsequently viewed. In short,

offiLership, introduced in precommissioning, must be kept fresh and

alive until it is formally reinforced in SOS. However, the

realities of these early years make this e::tremely difficult.

The OPD Group recognized a serious gap in officer education

between precommissioning and SOS that allows young officers to

interpret their first, formative active duty e::periences through (in

some cases) an incorrect perspective. As Gosnell e::plained, it is

imperative that lieutenants interpret their environment as

professional military officers, not e::-civilian college students who

have jtst been taught a particular skill. During the often eNtended

perLod between commissioning and completion of formal training the

young officer is in an environment in which he or she is surrounded

either by civilians or by other officers engaged in learning the

6ame skill and destined for similar jobs. This narrow focus during

the formative commissioned years can easily dull identification with

all officers, past and present, rated and nonrated, Air Force and

non-Air Force who share the profession of arms. It is much too

easy, after being recruited with incentives related to the chance to
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fly rather than to simply serve as an officer, -waiting months for a

UPT class and spending another year in pilot training, to believe

that one's profession is "pilot" and not "military of-ficer."

To firmly reestablish the officership foundation that must

carry lieutenants through the necessarily specialized environment of

their formative commissioned years, the OPD Group recommended

institutionalizing a Lieutenants Professional Development Program

(LPDP) at every command. To provide minimal competition with the

unit-level integration necessary for success in the first

assignment, to interfere as little as possible with essential depth

deve-lupment, and to encourage decentralization, the proposed LPDP

encompassed the following elements:

a) A common core of information which recognizes that all
lieutenants have the profession of arms in common and that
focuses on those things that make the profession
uniclue--the responsibilities and restrictions a military
officer accepts: fraternization, health and welfare of
subordinates, limitations on political activity, conflict
of interest rules, 24 hour/day duty, representing the Air
Force to the civilian community, force of orders, officer-
NCO relations, integrity, setting the example in both word
and deed. All would be tied to and in preparation for the
common SOS experience.

L) Enough fltuxibility to allow relearning the unique elements
of the profession in a local (and more believable) context.
Fur example, lessons would be taught using familiar Wing
or.gan i zion situations, by senior Wing leadership instead

of other junior officers. The teaching method could fit
the needs of the unit to which the lieutenant is
assigned--class meetings in squadron day rooms, central
classrooms, Officers Club, etc. and would be taught full
time in two or three days or part time over- a longer
period.

c) Length that would not take away from depth development.
Therefore the entire course should not exceed 25 hours,
should be tailored to -fit the schedule of the primary job,
and should be given as soon after arrival in the unit as
possible. d) Protection from being subverted into a
vehicle for" unrelated ancillary training or for instruction
not directly related to pure, blue-suit officership.
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While the LPDP concept was approved in spirit, some major

commanders e::pressed concern that mandating what appeared to be

another level of PME in the first few years could be seen as

undermining the effort to focus lieutenants on their primary jobs.

This initiative was therefore not included as part of the Air

Force-wide changes produced by OPD and left up to the discretion of

each major command.
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CHAPTER X

RECENT HISTORY OF LIEUTENANTS PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

While some commands used Lieutenants programs prior to OPD,

they were neither standardized not- focused on officership. In the

early eighties the most common LPDP was the program developed and

run out of the Air University (AU) Leadership and Management

Development Center (LMDC). Due to fiscal constraints that reduced

manpower at LMDC (renamed the Center for- Professional Development

(CPD) by the time OPD was born) the course material was suffering in

currency and cuality.

The initial OPD recommendation for a lieutenants program

temporarily revitalized the concept of LPDP at AU. CPD and SOS

sponsored a paper on the subject by Lieutenant Colonel Steve Boyer,

a Rese.rch Associate at the Center for Creative Leadership.

B:oyer's Company Grade Professional Development Program

(CGPDP) is a Course designed to address areas of low competency in

leadership and management skills that were identified by a needs

assessment1. The assessment was done by the Commissioning Education

Committee (CEC) from 1986 to 1988 and included 2300 first

lieutenants with at least 3 years active duty.

SThe CEC needs assessment found,

.. that by the third year, of active duty, many junior
officers, while technically talented, are "leadership
impoverished." These deficiencies are evident in their
abilities to motivate, provide negative feedback, assign
responsibility, and give personal counseling to
subordinates. (15:3)
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Specifically, -responses from. both 2300 lieutenants and

their 2300 supervisors rated 10 task areas lowest. They were:

discipline, reads others, motivates others, corrects behavior, gives

negative feedback, team building, determines appropriate response,

assigns responsibility, follows up, and personal counseling-.

According to my conversation with Lieutenant Colonel Boyer, the same

Survey administered to USAFA graduates of the class of 1982 and

their supervisors produced the same results.

While leadership and officership are not synonymous, in the

military context they share several characteristics. An officer who

is reluctant to employ disciplinary measures, motivate subordinates

to achieve unit goals, correct inappropriate behavior, or spend Limte

building an effective team is failing as a leader. He or she is

also demonstrating a failure to grasp the special requirements of

officership. The type of discipline unique to the military must be

judiciously and consistently employed by the officer corps, troops

must be motivated to risk their lives on the orders of their

officers, counter-productive behavior must be e limiroated befo- it

can affect mission accomplishment and cost lives unnecessai ily, and

few military objectives can be attained by individual actions. In

fact, it could be argued that officership is simply the unique

conte,.t in which an equally special kind of leadership takes place.

While CPD was struggling with funding For their _PDP and

the CEC and Boyer were compiling and analyzing their data, several

major commands remained very interesbed in some type of lieutenant's

education. In the Fall of 1989 I asked 11 commands about their

programs. Nine responded. By and large, these commands had used

the LMDC/CPD LPDP and continued to run it (or a similar,
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locally-tailored program) without outside assistance. For example,

Air Force Space Command has a command-wide program that is patterned-

after the CPD course and was in the process of convening a needs

assessment panel to review its goals and curriculum. Air Force

Logistics Command (AFLC) conducts a l-ieutenants course at

Wright-Patterson AFB that is similar to the CPD program, but does

not attempt to provide the course to AFLC officers at other bases

because their numbers are too small. Similarly, Air Force Systems

Command runs only one program at Brooks AFB. Air Train-ing Command

(ATC) ran a command-wide standardized LPDP designed -by LIIDC from

1984 to 1987. As the result of a suggestion under the auspices of

the Cummand Management Improvement Program, the mandatory aspect of

the "ATC OfFicership Course" was rescinded and left up to wing and

center commanders. Today, not all ATC bases run programs and those

that do use a variety of approaches.

An LPDP was instituted by Alaskan Air Command at Elmendorf

AFB in 1987. Response was excellent, with the exception of the F-15

community. This course depended on one person running ib as an

additLioual duty and on CPD course materials, and has recently become

moribund. While Air Force Communications Command does not have a

command-wide LPDF' beciuse their officers are spread so thinly around

the world, the Standard Systems Center at Gunter AFB does have one.

While this course is mostly a combination of leadership/management

topi(cs, basic officer "survival skills" like communication and the

OES, it also includes 8 out of 40 hours on subjects such as

officership, senior NCO Relations, Ethics, and a Project Warrior/POW

presentation.
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The involvement of some of the largest commands is more

clearly divided. Military Airlift Command (MAC) has used the

LMDC/CPD LFDP since 1984 and G of 12 MAC-bases are currently

conducting the program. However, when and if the CPD course is

discontinued, MAC has no plans to substitute a program of its own

design. Tactical Air Command (TAC) does not have any program at arly

base though some wings have used the LMDC LPDP in the past. Their

command education staff believes that lieutenants professional

development should be left to individual supervisors. Strategic Air

Command (SAC), on the other hand, has embraced the concept of

lieutenants education.

SAC began developing its LPDP almost immediately after the

February 1988 CORONA at which the OPD initiatives were presented. A

few months later, the SAC staff contacted members of the OFD Group

and asked for an outline of subject matter relating to offiLership.

They were provided with an outline for a 20-hour sample course which

used TAC as the theoretical user (Appendi-.x 3). The initial SAC

pilot LPDP was very similar to the OPD Group's outline, though it

used a combination of senior officers and more junior Facilitators

rather than senior officers alone. The civilian education

specialists in H') SAC/DPAE suggested the military portion of the

program be supplemented with a management skills portion tLtht by

civilian professors and contracted out to a college or university

much like the older Minuteman Education Program. This two-part LPDP

was tested at Offutt AB and Ellsworth AFB in early 1989 arid was

approved SAC-wide later that year.

In an effort to interest other commands in their approach

to LPDP, SAC briefed their program to the Worldwide Personnel
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Conference in September 1989. The response was largely

characterized by polite interest, but no rush to jump on the

bandwagon. The less than enthusiattic reaction may be due in part

to the perception that the SAC-LPDP involves a civilian contract.

The educ.ation services officer at one large command commented that

"we don't have the money to contract a program like SAC's."

Obviously the civilian portion of the SAC LPDP has, at least for

some, overshadowed the more valuable (and cheaper) -military part.
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CHAPTER XI

SISTER SERVICE LIEUTENANTS EDUCATION

Lieutenants Professional education is addressed in all

three sister Services. There are many similarities in the way in-

which they approach the subject, beginning with the fact that,

structurally, none makes a clear separation between education and

training as does the Air Force. Virtually all education and

training is the responsibility of the Training and Doctrine Command

(TRADOC) in the Army, of the Chief, Naval Education and Training who

reports directly to OP-O in the Navy, and of the Deputy Commander

for EducaLion and Training, Marine Corps Combat Development Command

(MCCDC) in the Marine Corps. All three Services conduct

precommissioning programs, as well as Basic and Advanced Officer

Courses for 0-Is and 0-2s related to their Military OccupaLional

Specialty (MOS). There are differences, however, in how these

courses are integrated.

The Army conducts both screening and training/education in

it.s precommissioning programs in a manner very similar to the Air

Force. The instructional program is based on the first of three

levels of Military Qualification Standards (NQS I). They then send

new lieutenants to basic courses taught by the various branches

where a common core of instruction Seared to platoon level (MQS II)

is integrated into branch training and given the branch flavor. MQS

III is integrated into the Advanced Course at the company/battalion

level and covers many subjects that the Air Force addresses in SOS.
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This approach would be similar to the Air Force's integrating a

common core of instruction into all ATC technical and flying

training programs. Those subjects common to all Army officers are

covered at all three MQS levels and designed to build upon each

?A other, each in a different military context, and according to an

official 1988 TRADOC letter, "serves as the vehic-le for integrating

the efforts of our schools, units, and the individual officer."

(16:1) The responsibility for MQS at all levels lies with the

Center for Army Leadership at the Command and General Staff College,

Fort Leavenworth, Kansas.

While it is somewhat difficult to pick out those subject

areas of MQS II that relate specifically to officership, the

following are part of the core of instruction given to all Army

1 ieutenants:

Ethical Solutions
The Officer as Role Model
Professional History of the Army
Responsibilities of the Profession of Arms
The Professional Army Ethic
Leadership Doctrine
Duties, Responsibilities, and Authority of Officers

(including 0-Fficer-NCO Relations)
Military Law (16:atch 2)

The goals of Navy precommissioning are similar to those of

the Army. After commissioning, all unrestricted line officers

receive a one week Leadership and Management Education and Training

(LMET) course as part of basic skill training. LMET is given in

conjunction with the Division Officer Basic Cour'se at either

Coronado, California or Little Creek, Virginia. Aviators,

submariners, and surface warfare officers receive the LMET tailored

to their respective specialty basic course. The LMET was developed
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under contract by identifying the qua.lities and competencies that

characterize the successful division junior -officer (initially in

surface warfare) and designing a curriculum to teach those qualities

and competencies.

According to comments made to me by the Train-ing Program

Coordinator, Chief of Naval Technical Training, LMET is larqely a

survival course designed to teach skills for the fi-rst-time

supervisor. There are only about 1.5 hours of contact time devoted

to subjects directly related to officership: Team Building and

Ethics and Values.

The Marine Corps uses its precommissioniny programs

primarily for zcreening. Once they have commissioned a physically

and mentally qualified and motivated lieutenant, he or she is sent

to the Basic OFficer Course taught at the Basic School at Quantico

Marine Base, Virginia. Since the Marine Corps is relatively small,

all officers attend at Quantico and receive the same instruction.

MOS training takes place at advanced courses in and out of the

Marine Corps.

The Marines believe that the most Fundamental role of their

education/training process is teaching what it means to be an

officer. Motivation in this direction is critical. It is

exemplified in a comment I recorded during a briefing to Air War

College students by a Marine general officer intimately acquainted

with training and education: "If someone comes to us because he

wants to fly the F/A-18, we don't want him... We only want people

who want to be officers of marines."

The Marine Basic Officer Course teaches many subjects

common to Air For,e precommissioning programs and SOS, but at a time
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when most Air Force officers are -receiving instruction only in their

specialty. Made up of almost 1560 academic hours, its purpose is

"To educate the newly commissioned Marine officer in the high

standards of leadership traditional in the Marine Corps in order to

prepare him for, the duties of a company grade officer in the Fleet

A Marine Force..." (17:1-1) Two of its three main goals are: "To

develop an understanding of and commitment to the leadership

responsibilities and standards of conducts expected of a Marine

officer," and "To educate the officers on the structure, values, and

philosophy of the Marine Corps and, thereby, to develop a unity of

purpose shared by the entire leadership of the Corps." (17:1-2) The

course provides appropriate "knowledge, attitudes and values," and

"...Lthe officer students are continually exposed to and taught those

intangible traits and characteristics that distinguish them as

Marine officers." (17:1-3)

About 20 hours of instruction are specifically related to

i.sues that apply to officership in any military Service. They

Include:

The Meaning of the Commission
Challenges to Future Leadership
Professional Reading Program
Responsibilities of Leadership
Military Professionalism
The Role of the Staff NCO
Fraternization
The Demands of Combat on an Officer

aSpeaker on Motivational Military Leadership
Marine Corps History
Adherence to the Code of Conduct (17)
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CHAPTER XII"

CONCLUS IONS

As world events move the United States Air Force closer to

a smaller, tighter active force constrained by budgetary

limitations, the requirement for a totally dedicated and-

professional officer corps increases. The -officer corps will be

most effective as a relatively small, closely knit cadre that

studies and understands the unique aspects of the military

profession so it can lead and train future forces that may be called

up to augment the standing forces. Military officers cannoL afford

to be peacetime careerists or bureaucratic managers of human and

material resources like many of their civilian counterparts.

Similarly, officers must avoid too much identificiation with their

occupational counterparts in the society at large or be prepared to

lose that which sets the professional military apart.

No matter how well the case for an institutional versus an

occupational officer corps is made, there is no longer any way it

can be totally institutional. The peacetime environment in which it

operates (including Congress), the search for a credible threat in

the era of Gorbachev, and the society from which its members come

and in which they m-st live all dictate a degree of integration with

civil institutions that military professionals cannot avoid. The
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most reasonable goal should be to min.imize occupational integration

and maximize the institutional aspects of the profession wherever

and wheneve- possible.

OPD was a good start. It, to a large degree, put the house

in order in those personnel and education areas that touch every

officer. It reversed the trend- toward centralized control and

execution that kept officers from exercising real leadership as

military professionals, and it provided a structure that encouraged

and rewarded appropriate behavior-, and- that made sense. But OPD is

only two years old and still has some problems.

Despite the opinions of many observers and some disturbing

trends in the SOS data, a substantial number of young officers seem

to be on the right track. They seem to sense what is expected of

them, but are confronted with mixed signals, particularly after

commibsioning. The Air Force needs to send a consistent message to

all of them Trom Lhe very beginning. That message should be that

they a,-e officers first and specialists second; that they are

ptaLtLic iret - of the profession of arms before they are programmers

or persunnelists; that serving a greater good is better than serving

themselies; and that they have more of those things that really

matter in commo, with other officers than with civilians who share

their occupation.

OPD in its present form does not send that message clearly.

As long as the Air Force recruits using occupational incentives like

the chance to fly a fighter or work in a state of the art

ensine- rin. lab, it starts off behind the power curve. Then,

despite disparities in environment and duration, the

precommissionin.g programs do their best to teach the common officer
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characteristics and responsibilities. But commissioning brings

complications. Some officers remain in a civilian environment and

forget the message, most go to flying or skill training where the

common bonds of officership may rarely be mentioned. All arrive at

their first assignments with occupational skills fresh in their

minds and the institutional lessons of officership a fading memory.

If that memory is revived, it is done by mentors,

individuals (usually superiors) who believe in the profession of

arms and who lead by example. This is the best way to te-ch

officership and make it stick, and where it happens it makes a

lasting impression. The problem is, not every junior officer has

such a mentor. It is possible that, in too many cases, the mentor

that makes the biggest impression is himself an occupation-list.

This is most likely in first assignments where role models tend to

practice the same specialty as the lieutenant.

The occupational tendency is reinforced by some of the

tenets and realities of OPD. The lieutenants' focus is to be on

"depth development." This, by itself, is clearly occupational. The

fact that depth is to be built upon a solid and constantly

reinforced foundation of officership seems to have been loI in the

shuffle. OPD in its present form leaves the impression that

officership is something you learn about before you are commissioned

and that then becomes subordinate to depth until promotion to major,

when both become subordinate to gaining breadth of e::perier, ce. Even

the officership aspects of leadership are put off until at least the

four year point when the SOS eligibility window opens. The OES

reinforces this perception by appearing to encourage evaluation on

purely occupational performance for lieutenants.
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It is therefore not surprising that a substantial number of

junior officers approach their first career decision point with a

detached view of their place in the military. They have not been

presented with the all or nothing requirement- of a true

instiLutionalist to either accept or reject, end instead make their

decisions based on a cost-benefit analysis.

Though there is no way to guarantee that every lieutenant

will 1jet the message and arrange his/her priorities accordingly,

some kind of common "re-blueing" is at least part of the answer.

Both the Army and the Marines use this approach, believing that

officership/leadership must be taught when- the young officer is

develuping his/her self concept as a professional and in conjunction

wiLh sA..ill trainin.9--perhaps to offset its occupational tendencies.

A common core of instruction to reinforce institutional

offitur'lOip is critical during these formative years and it cannot

be loft tu mentors who may be passing on the wrong perspective.

Ho-wever, I do not believe it is ATC's job to do it for the whole Air

Force. While today's OPD has missed the marl; in some ways, its

emphasis on decentra]izaLion and unit/command identification is

ri.ght on target. Officership is infinitely more believeable in a

practiLal/operational rather than an artificial/training context.

While the subjeLL matter and objectives of such an Air Force-wide

program should be the same everywhere, the way it is taught does not

have to be. An LPDP (or whatever one calls it) must have a local or

command flavor to be really true to the philosophy of OPD.
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CHAPTER X 1I1

RIECOMMENDATI ONS

The Air Force must make some -adjustments missed by OPD and

implement one OPD initiative that was previously not approved. This

will provide the best opportunity for the officer corps of the

future to 111,AiMi~e institutionalism. This also means deciding that

the Air Force wants its officers to be military profestionals fir-st

and commnunicatin9 that desire clearly and cons isten tly from Lhe

beginning o+ heir careers.

*reAir, Force must put less recruiting emphasis on

occupa-tional incentives like flying and explain the oftorn unpleasant;

aspects of officer responsibilities to officer candid,-.ies even at

the risk of turning them away. The lower aLCceSSions e:xpecz Wd in the-:

future may make the 9(.s the best time to begin this approach. Ttio

Air Force might also look: at Hun-tington's first phase of- e,~pertis3e

and try to bring in officers with broader baclgrounds, in thno liberal

arts. Ferhaps the range of speciAltiei- that reqUiru an en.rinjreering

degree is not as great as previously supposed.

OPD needs to make a clear statement of the value of

officership throughout the career and communicate it widely,

starting with AFR 36-23 and AFR 36-10. The impression that depth

development is the only worthwhile pursuit of the company gjrade

years must be changed and officer-ship made number one at all levels

with depth the focus in the early years only to preclude broadening

too early. In the same manner, the GES should reintroduce some
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measure of professional qualities, if only to the e,,tent that they

specifically enhance unit mission accomplishment.

Finally, the Air Force should implement a mandatory LPDP

alongj the lines of the original OPD Group initiative. This concept

is pure blue-suit, designed to produce an emotional as well as an

intellectual response. It must be flexible, and make the most of

local leadership and situations. The core content, once deve-loped,

would have a very long shelf life since the unique aspects of the

military profession do not change very often. Responsibility for

developing the core, as well as suggested lessons and support

iviater't.,, is rightly the province of Air University. However, each

commend should have complete freedom of execution as long as every

lieuLenant receives the course, the core subjects are covered, and

the pr'ogram is not diluted by any other type of training.

These recommendations refine the OPD concept with regard to

junior of-ficors. They recognize the research and discussion about

t/O theoiry and other concepts of military professionalism that have

UL(LupiUCd many respected social scientists over the past 20 years.

They also reflect the beliefs and goals of true military

professJionls, even if they do not take the time to think of their

profession in these terms. Military institutionalism, however

desireable, must be taught to the young so that they may pass on

thesbe !samu beliefs and values to those that follow them. When these

beliefs and values beLome part of every officer, their Lontinuation

can be safely left to informal mentors. But until that time

arrives, some formal steps are needed. The need was articulated ten

years ago by a very senior Air Force officer and, unfortunately, it
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has not changed:

I have a disquieting feeling that perhaps out
officer training- programs have not met our needs in
terms of -what an officer- is all abodit...The young
officers rea-lly don't seem to grasp that a military
organization- is uniquely different from any other
institution in this country...A common finding among out
young officers is that they have never heard that their
purpose in serving...is to lead forces on or over- the
battlefield or support those who do.

As we drift toward the job concepU and away from -a
military rank system...it's no wonder Our young officers
keep comparing "options" in the private sector--the only
difference some of them see is a change of clothes.

In my view, we should review out- officer ttaining
curriculum to insure it meets our basic officer
needs--leadership, military history, how out .ground and
sea forces are employed, as we-ll as the meaning of a
commission and officership.

General B. L. Davis,
Commander, Air Training
Command 9uoted by Gosnell
(13: 1)
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APPENDIX 1 -

SOS PROFESSIONALISM SURVEY EXTRACT

N=4698 officers with 5 or, less years of active duty (21.8%
pilot,-., 15.6% navigators, 62.3% nonrated; 54.6% married).

The fullowing questions asked the respondents to STRONGLY AGREE,
AGREE, DISAGREE, STRONGLY DISAGREE, OR EXPRESS NEUTRALITY.
Responses given below combine those choosing AGREE OR STRONGLY
AGREE and those choosing DISAGREE AND STRONGLY DISAGREE.

AGREE: 75.9% (all) 77.0% (pilots)
DISAriREE: 13.0% (all) 11.3% (pilots)

1-16. Personal interests and desires must take second place to
operational requirements.

AGREE: 77.2% (all) 76.8% (pilots)
DISAGREE: 9.5% (aIl) 9.2% (pilots)

11/. Military personnel should perform their duty regardless of
personal or family consequences.

AGREE: 51.5% (all) 48.2% (pilots)
DISAGREE: 25.5% (all) 27.6% (pilots)

118. As long as no law is being violated, what I do in my
private life should not concern the Air Force.

AGREE: 30. 1% (all) 3.3.4% (pilots)
DISAGREE: 52.9% (all) 48.6% (pilots)

119. No one should be forced to accept an assignment against
his/her will.

AGREE: 26.4% (all) 27.2% (pilots)
DISAGREE: 52.0% (all) 50.8% (pilots)

124. Differences in rank should not be important after duty
hours.

AGREE: 24.5% (all) 25.3% (pilots)
DISAGREE: 56.7% (all) 56.9% (pilots)

126. I plan to stay in the Air Force at least 20 years.

AGREE: 52.4% (all) 45.1% (pilots)
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DISAGREE: 7.6% (all) 11.0% (pilots)

130. I would prefer that the advertised dollar value of mil-itary
"benefits" be added to my pay and the "benefits" stopped.

AGREE: 28.7% (all) 29.7% (pilots)
DISAGREE: 52.5% (all) 51.7% (pi-lots)

131. Professional military education at specified career
intervals is vital in nurtutring competent and professional
military officers.

AGREE: 78.6% (all) 72.2% (pilots)
DISAGREE: 6.9% (all) 9.5% (pilots)

132. I have a deep personal commitment, a "calling," to serve
the nation.

AGREE: 71.0% (all) 71.5% (pilots)
DISAGREE: 7.2% (all) 8.2% (pilots)

135. Disregarding all economic considerations, both positive and
negative, I would prefer to live in base housing.

AGREE: 20.9% (all) 16.5% (pilots)
DISAGREE: 55.8% (all) 60.6% (pilots)

136. Military members should be allowed to collectively bargain
on issues like pay, benefits, and health services.

AGREE: 23.3% (all) 21.9% (pilots)
DISAGREE: 53.1% (all) 53.8% (pilots)

137. If I suddenly became rich (idependently wealthy as a result
of inheritance, sweepstakes, etc.) I would continue my mi]itary
career until retirement.

AGREE: 48.8% (all) 43.6% (pilots)
DISAGREE: 21.8% (all) 22.0% (pilots)

138. Military personnel should not be tried under the LJCHJ for
purely civil offenses.

AGREE: 25.5% (all) 27.1% (pilots)
DISAGREE: 47.8% (all) 43.8% (pilots)

The following question asked for specific answers.

146. Which of the following do you most closely identify with?

The Air Force officer corps: 25.4% (all) 22.1% (pilots)
People in my career field (pilot, engineer, etc.): 39.3% (all)

62.9% (pilots)
People in my unit or workplace: 29.9% (all) 11.9% (pilots)
None of the above: 3.2% (all) 1.4% (pilots)
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The following questions asked the respondents to rank n-ine
factors as to their importance in influencing them to stay in the
Air Force. Responses include the percentage that chose a factor
as the first or second highest (TOP-) and the percentage that
chose a factor as the lowest or second- lowest (BOTTOM).

Base pay TOP: 20.5% (all) 17.6% (pilots) BOTTOM: 20-2% (all)
19.9% (pilots)

Nonpay benefits TOP: 9.3% (all) 8.2% (pilots) BOTTOM: 41.5%
(all) 44.7% (pilots)

Retirement system TOP: 17.0% (all) 14.1% -(pilots) BOTTOM:
28.-6% (all) 31.8% (pi-lots)

Stable family life TOP: 18.5% (all) 19.8% (pilots) BOTTOM:
33.8% (all) 29.1% (pilots)

Patriotism TOP: 24.3% (all) 22.3% (pilots) BOTTOM: 1-4.8% (all)
15.2% (pilots)

Job satisfaction TOP: 58.0% (all) 71.8% (pilots) BOTTOM: 3.07%
(all) 1.7% (pilots)

Professional status TOP: 21.8% (all) 20.5% (pilots) BOTTOM:
13.9% (all) 14.9% (pilots)

Esprit de corps TOP: 10.8% (all) 12.1% (pi-lots) BOTTOM: 28.3%
(all) 25.0% (pilots)

Job security based on promotion opportunity TOP: 19.4% (all) 137
(pilots) BOTTOM:
14.2% (all) 16.6%
(pi lots)

The ne-t questions relate to Moskos' concepts, and were
inl roduced as follows:

Dr. Charles C. Moskos, Jr. describes three alternate concepts of
military social organization: calling, profession, and
occupation.

(4 calling is characterized and legitimated in terms of
inst itutional values. The purpose transcends individual
self-interests in favor or a presumed higher good.

A prufession is chariacterized by special expertise, a skill level
formally accredited after long, intensive academic training.

An occupation is legitimated in terms of the marketplace,
prevailing monetaray rewards for competencies.

t66. Which one of these concepts do you think should
characterize an Air Force officer?

CALLIIG: 41.0% (all) 32.8% (pilots)
PROFESSION: 52.5% (all) 61.7% (pilots)
OCCUPATION: 5.2% (all) 4.3% (pilots)

167. Which one of these concepts most closely describes your
actual behavior in your Air Force life?
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CALLING: 20.3% (all) 16.1% (pilots)
PROFESSION: 60.7% (all) 66.2% (pilots)
OCCUPATION: 1.6% (all) 10.7% (pilots)

The next questions recognized that the respondents' roles as Air
Force officers could be composites of the three concepts. They
were asked to enter the percentage of each element using
increments of 10 percentage points. The results below show what
percentage of the respondents chose one of the extremes (calling
or occupation) as comprising more than 30% of their role as
officers.

CALLING: 32.7% (all) 30.4% (pilots)
OCCUPATION: 14.9% (all) 15.4% (pilots)

187. Do you belong to the Air Force Association?

YES: 50.1% (all) 56.5% (pilots)
NO: 35.6% (all) 30.9% (pilots)

In question 18 the respondents were asked what they would do if
joining the officer's club were truly a "free choice" decision.
Options were I WOULD DEFINITELY JOIN, I WOULD PROBABLY JOIN,
DEPENDING ON LOCATION AND CLUB PROGRAM, I MIGHT OR MIGHT NOT
JOIN, I WOULD PROBABLY NOT JOIN, AND I WOULD DEFINITELY NOT JOIN.
The results below combine the first two and the last two options.

WOULD JOIN: 50.7% (all) 52.8% (pilots)
DEPENDS: 30.9% (all) 28.5% (pilots)
WOULD NOT JOIN: 9.0% (all) 9.8% (pilots)
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AFR 6-10 1 Auust 98827

1. 111ATSE IDENTIFICATION OATA (Rtead APR 36-10 careflally before flutfng in any itemi)--

i. NAME tLest. Pinit. Middle Initial) - 2.SAN - JaAliE

&S. 10 PIOF P ORTA.N.DY LEVSO " FREPT

From.- 1Ttiru: S O ASSPAISN J.AA~dWOIRPN
IB. ORGANIZAYION. COMINO. LOCATION F A CODE

11. UNIT MISSION DIES1CRIPTION

llI.JOUDESCRIPTIOPJ I.DUTVYITLE:
X. KAY DUTIES, TASKS, AND RF19SONSIBILITIES:

IV. IMPACT ON MISSION ACCOMPLISHMENT

V, PERFORMANCE FACTORS DOES NOT MEETS
MEET STANDARDS STANDARDS

1Job Knowledge7E -
Has knowledge required to perform duties effectively. L ID
Strives to improive that knowledge.

2. Leadership Skills .
Sets and enforces standards. Works well with others,
Fottc't teamwork, Displays initiative Self-confident. FL _
3. Professional Qualities __

Exhibits loyalty. discipline. dedication, integrity, and honesty.
Adrs toAir and oce stadads Acet proalrsoniiit.
Adei t o air and oce.sadrs cet roa epniii

4. Organizational Skills

Plans, coordinates, schedules, and uses resources effectively. K I
S. Judgment and Decisions
Makes timely and accurate decisions. Emphasizes logC in
derision making, Retain% composure in stressful situations. LI I ]
Recognizes opportunities. Reqluires minimal Supeision

6. Communication Skills

Listens, speaks, and writes effectively. E]l -
AF Form 707B, AUG 88 COMPANY GRADE OFFIC .ER PERFORMANCE REPORT

Figure 3-3. AF Form 707B (Front).
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APPENDIX 3

SAMPLE ACADEMIC OUTLINE

LIEUTENANTS PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM (LPDP)

TACTICAL AIR COMMAND (TAC)

HOUR SUBJECT DESCRIPTION (Instructor)

INTRODUCTION TO LPDP (Wing Commander or equiv)

- Officership defined

- What does Officership mean in TAC?

-- Relationship to "Institutionalism" and military service as
a "calling" rather than a job

- What we will cover during the rest of LPDP

-- Who will teach--Experienced and successful officers
and NCOs from this organization

-- Your preparation--Limited reading, lots of discussion

2 THE LIEUTENANT'S PLACE IN THE TAC OFFICER CORPS (Wing DO)

- Concept cf M1AJCOM and unit identity

Defined by mission

-- Explanation of TAC and Wing missions

- Importance o.F junior officer in TAC

-- Number of people supervised by lieutenants

-- Number of primary mission weapon systems controlled by
l ieutenants

" WHAT ARE OUR ROOTS? (Active duty or retired senior officer
with interest in military history)

- Evolution of military officer corps

-- Purpose of separate corps

-- Relationship to social class--historical perspective
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--- The British regimental system

--- The Prussian officer corps and General Staff

The American concept of the citizen-soldier

- Development of the American -officer corps

-- Establishment of military academies

-- Professional establishment vs the Reserves (militia)

4 COMMISSIONING OATH (Active duty or retired senior of+icer)

- Same for all US officers

-- Similar to enlistment oath but with :ey differences

- Supporting the Constitution

-- Know what it says about separation of powers, etc

--- Must support civilian leadership despitI.e peirsona,1
views (North, Poindexter)

- Take oblication freely

-- No officer is drafted--CSAF says we only need to
volunteer once--oath becomes commitment to serve under
any and all circumstances

- Well and faithfully discharge duties of office

-- -.now what the duties of the office are

Carry them out for good of ser'vice, not yot.ri,-

Get your priorities in order now

5 LEGAL RESTRICTIONS (Staff Judge Advocate)

- Commission means giving up many le(gal elements of
citizenship to better serve the citizenry

-- Both UCMJ and civil law apply

-- Limits on political activity (Hatch Act)

Individual actions speak for entire institution

--- You are your unit, TAC, and the Air Force

- Role as officer makes consequences of mistakes tougher
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-- Drug abuse, DWI, homosexuality, -poor work habits,
disrespect to nation or. its representatives often
accepted in civilians

--- Not tolerated in mil-itary, particularly among

officers who set example and enforce rules

6 UPHOLDING STANDARDS (Senior line commander)

- Responsibility of leaders in all walks of life

-- Most true for -military since rest of country sees us
as entity which they pay to protect their security

Solid, consistent standards of behavior inspire

confidence

-- Outward appearance makes strong impression

- Professional officers must do three things

-- Know rules of appropriate behavior, dress, courtesy,
professional conduct, strict personal integrity

--- Enforce it in subordinates

--- Practice what they preach on and off duty

7 ROLE IN CIVIL-IAN COMMUNITY (Base Commander)

- US of.ficer, has two lives

-- Member of unique, semi-closed military society with
sirong, narrow traditions and ways of doing things

-Member of diverse, ever-changing civilian cominunity

- Must deal with both worlds

-- Foster and support special values of military o.fficer
Sorps

Paternalism ."AF takes care of its own"

--- Unit social cohesion, support of Of-ficers Club

-- Interact with civilian community

--- Most officers live off-base

--- Spouses work outside military sphere

--- Civic involvement reflects well on military

-- When 2 lives conflict, military must come first
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8 AIR FORCE INSTITUTIONAL VALUES (Active duty or retired senior
officer)

- Integrity is key to bein9 professional military officer

-- Honesty breeds trust, and trust is essential to get
job done in peace or war

- Officer's word should be his/her bond

Troops-.won't work/fight for officer they don't trust

--- They recognize and copy corner-crut-ting, square-
Filling, pencil whipping, unprofessional behavior

-- Hon-military society assume- rill military osfficer- -. ct
1i Le you

--- Reluctant to entru~t ta;- ,ollr. Fnd
destructive weapons toi peopJi wikh ,-ote ethi-el
standards

- A come ir, to mi lita1ry with di -. erer, t , S, but o.l 1 a ,,I I
_,-ep Sinqle set 0 values 1to :=

Hatrd work is rewarded

-- Do it because it's right, not bec-:iusc- itA

-Good of the team more importarnt thz.n rood ¢t the
member

9 IJORI. G RELATIONSHIPS-TOTAL FORCE fiento ' siA on b; -

- W-,rl-in with other members o-F the 1o._1 Force

Role of DAF Civiliana in TAG

-- Role of AFRes, ANG in support of TAC mission

WOR. IIG RELATIONSHIPS-SUBORDINATES (rnior HCO !-upervisorj

- What subordinates expect in a junior super-visor

-- Integrity

-- Job Knowledge

-- Fairness

-- Leadership

-- Honest feedback
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-- Interest in their wel1f are

S- Ekup when they' re ri.cht

-- Correct ion when they're wirong

Rcocoqnitio-.n of their worth to the team

- hiu~t- all] enli asteri (embers expect of a jUni or officer

J1nte~qrty

Iairne -:s

Fr- POt furA Ihei r rank -id experience

.11 WiAH6 U4~1 JI'53TPS-FRTElIIZ~TON(Senior En Iis ted

'ip~ I~ h re~t or ipzwith either, se"

LUr, ta~ MZ-,FuLP your own de-rfinition

Serous caonsequvticoes

HokI=e- -Lt hard to do your job as an officer

:i v joit ism

- ,- ( oA I pp'-ar sex ct

4 ijr . nmizvion acconipi ihment

--aj'~o.n~t AFi t-c 1icy- And UCIIJ

+ai po~fo .unq of fi cer and yig ian to re9lateG

-,iuaIly---triy Sjernerational thinigs in common

--- (); le'-it une key lfl-in:g riifferent--you are an officer!

J2J -13iO F-FJCER U3 AiN OJFFICER (Senior of)4ficer with jo,

~t1J'ICk.t ioue id role-- of off icer corps in (.irmy, Navy, Marine
Co rp s

.Tninl; ~c~v-isin which TAC personnel participate

- Iaoes of variou.; A~ir% Force officer specialties in T(AC



-- Non-rated Ops

Mission Support

-- PtoFessional (Medical, JAG, Chaplaincy)

14 HOW TO BE A GOOD LIEUTENANT or WHAT THE GHTEF OF STAFF
EXPFI TS (AND DOESN'T EXPECT') OF YOU (General -ff ir-ei' or' Wintj
DP)

- F-'rinary responsibility is 'to learn. job specialty

-- Also develop leadership abiii:ie;

- Development outside TAC does not begin until you make
rap tn--Squadron 0.'ff icer Sch(ool

-- Designed to improve your ,_bility ;o urcl)jiUon Fli, a
captain

- -I icer Evaluation Sysbem

Performance feedback

- Officer Performance Report

Proot ion Recommendat ion

- You do best job possible appropriate for your grode, Air
Force will take care ,o)f you

1C-16 Lr-Am.FlREFP--KEY TO SUCCESS AS A PRUFES, I(JNAL OFFJGLLR (Actaive
dUty or retired officer with combal; 1eadewship e'perience)

- Every officer must be a leader Eometime

- Elements of leadership

-- Concept (princ:iples, attributes, types)

-- ~Application

--- Lessons learned in hattle

-- Beliefs, values and ethicis--conflicts they con c-autse

-- Character

-- I:nowledge

-- Problem soivin.9

-- Commun icat.in g
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Evaluating

Motivating

17-18 THE ESSENCE OF OFFICERSHIP

- rhe I;est of combat (Lance Sijan)

Preparation at Air Force Academy

T: aining and experiences much like yours

-- As combat flyer in Southeast Asia

As POW

--- Total adherence to professional military values
des~pit;e injuries and torture

Att'iJempts to escape

-n'sp ir'at;iton to heurs

Detl' and tr',insformation into Air Force symbol

Tlh,"! to.J. .,F- . li fetime (A. W. reely)

- 1 utm(. dediciF ed tI-o service to country unbrok en in
war, peacetime, and retirement

47 years in Army (enlisted in volunteers in 1861,
retired a Re9gulis- major general in 1908)

(.d)hered to same principles in irield ard poli±tical

--J'r,Arded twice in Civil War

-ommanded black troops and supported civil rights
a every opporlunity

Shat'ed incredible hardships with his troops on
AirctiC e-'pedition

Refused to use subsecluent fame for profit
(never accepted a fee -for any lecture or
promot ion)

Well-known integrit~y made him confidant of

presidents and politicians of all stripes

Established first US military air arm

B . illy Mitchell called him ",greabest single
influence on my life"
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Active in civic a+{airs from -etirement to death

at 93, never sought political offitce

--- Virtually unknown today

19-25 WING COIMIMANDER 'S PRI--ERENCE

- 2 to 5 hours to be usied -t discretion oC) comm4andet'. to
cover any local issue important to lieutenant0

-- Could e;:pand.1 or more of olher 18 hours uimn )ocal
unit situations or examples
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